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At the requesf of the American Moteorologlcal Soclety Speclal
Committee on Scientlflc Communication, a survey of Journal article authors
was conducted by the Center for Research In Sclentlfic Cormunlcatlon.l Six
journals were selected for study. Four of these, Westherwise (wW), Journal
of the Atmospherlc Sclences (JAS), Journal of Applied Heteorologqy (JAM),
and Bulletin of the American Meteorologlecal Soclety (BAMS), are publlshed
by the Amerlcan Maeteorologlcal Soclety (AMS). Two others, Monthly Weather

Review (MWR), and Quarterly Journal of the Royal Meteorological Soclety
(QURMS)  were selected for comparison with these Amerlcan Meteorological

Soclety publications., The data, then, are presented relstlve to each
journal and are also divided into twd categorles == that applylng to ANS
and that to non-AMS Journals.

The dats reported here were collected in two stages. inltlally the
publication perlod selected for study was the year 1967, €Each [ssue of
edch Journal published during this yzar was examined and the titles and
suthors of all substantive artlicles were recorded. This resulted In o
total of 387 articles. MHowever, 43 of the authors produced more than ore
article in this collection: forty-one euthors produced two articles;
seven, three; and one, four, Accordingly, after dupllicate authors were
ellminated, the sanple was selacted froms tcta) of 329 articles. Since
some journals published more sudstantive articles than others during this

period, an effort was made to dalance the ssmple by random selection of

lThls study was initleted by the American Heteorological Soclety

Speclal Committes on Sclentiflc Cormunicotion (George P, Cressmen, Glenn
R, Hilst, George W. Plataman, PhIVIIp 0. Thompson, and David Atles,
Chalrman) and conducted by tha Johns Hopkins Center for Regearch In
Sclentific Communlication. The rough draft of this report was revised by
the Special Committes, whose suggestions have been Incorporated Into this
€inal report., The work reported hare was funded by the Office of Sclence
Informetion Service of the Katlonal Sclence Foundation (Grent NSF-SN S14),



only a portion of the articles from those journals which published a
disproportionately large amount of materlal In 1967, {in the end 202
articles were selected and questionnalies were sent to the authors (to
single authors and to first authors of multiple-suthored articles).
One hundred and sixty-three usable questionnalres were returped for a
response rate cf 79%.

The AMS Special Committee on Sclentiflc Communication, after reviewing
a preliminary report of the results of the Initial stage of study, requested
that additlcna) authors of articles appearing In JAM and JAS te included
in the survey. Accordingly, a second survey was conducted, which Included
a) authors of articles In the 1967 Issues of JAM and JAS who had not been
used in the first survey, and b) a sample of authors of articles In the
1968 issues of these two journals. Seventy-nine addltional questionnaires
were malled and 67 usable ones were returned, for a response rate of 85%.
Since the additional data collected In the second survey dJid not alter
the results obtained in the Initlal survey, these additional data have
been Incorpcrated into this report, which Is a slightly revited version
of the orlglinal,

The questionnaire used In both the original and the subsequent
surveys was mainly concerned with three problems of Interest to the AMS
Special Committee on Sclentific Communication (see Appendix A):

1) What leads an suthor to submit his manuscript to & particular
Jjournal? ODoes his experiencs with the journal Influence his decision
to choose [t a3 an outlet for publication of futuru papers?

2) what are the subject areas covered and what Is tha nature of
treatment (descriptive, analytical, theoretical, et¢.) in articles

published In these journals? In the opinlon of the respondents, do these



Journals present a balanced coverage In these respects?

3) what are the main problems assoclated with the grocess of hanuscrlpt
reviewing in these Journals? 0o authors recelve any beneflt from reviews?
Is the reviewlng process unsatisfactory or inapproprieie, from the authors'

point of view? How would authors 1ike to see the review process altered?

RESULTS

Selection of Journals for Publication of Work

The reasons which led authors to submit thelr manuscripts to the
Journals in which they were published are shown In Table |, When these dats
are viewed In thelr entirety, two reasons appear to be prominent: two=-thirde
of the authors selected a journal because It reached the eudience which was
most appropriate, relative to the content of the articles, and a third
selocted & journal becouse It was the best known of the meteorologlcal
Journals which publish articles on subjects relevant to those discussed In
their manuscripts., Thus, the prominent rotive generally advanced by
suthors for submitting thelr manuscripts to speciflc journals was the desire
to give thelr work maximum visibility =~ In tarms of the stamp of gquallty
of & prestiglous Journsl and fa terms of the potentiet fur rtesehlnyg a large
sudlience., However, wheu ne enmpars sutlroes of articles appearing In ANS
Journals (hereafter referred to a8 AMS authars) wisk suthors of ertiviae
sppearing in non-AMS Journals (hereafter raferred to as non-ANS suthors),
we find that the former group placed relatively more emphasis on this motlve
then did the latter. The main reason for selecting Honthly Weather Review,
a non=ANS publlcation, for example, was the speed of publication following

atceptance,



Table 1.
Reasons Leading Authors to Submit Thelr Hanuscripts to the Journals in
\ihich They \'e:re Published

Journal®
b s e |
Rcason 0, .|
195 o F |5 [e3 |23 §S$§a
23|33 [BY |87 $: |33[433[g8:
Prompt roview of submittad el Nl 12l vre| | 38%) | W
manuscripts
Prompt publication rollowing 14 (M 4 8 59 38 10 50
acceptance
Good critical review. ot 4 22 1 15 L6 14 28
manuscripts
g:st known journa! In 24 n 37 38| 21| s | 32| sk

meteorol~gy publishing srticles
on this subject

Authors not required by journal 7 21 25 1 22
to share publlication costs
(e.9. page chargas)

Paper lnvited by editor” 23| 33 9 8 5
Most appropriat. audlence 64 67 78 75 50 62 74 5
reached by journal

Article was ‘ollow=up 0y or b 6 12 i 9

directly related to article(s)
proviously published In journal

R :wommended by colleague l 2 1

foutine service o1 journal 12 7
(e.g., part of monthly serles
on subj.ct)

Other (unspecified) b 3 b 3 12 3 5

°The journals listed In this and other tables In this report arc abbrevie
ated as follows: AWS Journals e« gggs%g;nlgp (W), Bulletin of the ?ggrlcen
tigteorological Socioty (BAMS), Joutnal of the Atmospherfc Sclences (JAS), Journal
of Applied ?g;eoro oqy (JAM); non-AMS journals -~ Honthly Veather Review (MWR),
an¢ Quarteriy Journal of the Royal Meteorological Society (QJANS).

bSome suthors o.ve more than one reason.

“there are probably wore invited manuscripts than these data indicate, since
this category resulted from responses writtonsin on the questionnalre by respondents.




Some other distinctions between AMS and non-AMS authors appear to have
Importance for sclentific communication In metecorology and therefore seem
worthy of mention here. Two-thirds of the non-AMS authors (as compared to
less than & quarter of the AMS authors) reported at least one of the following
reasons for selecting specific journals for publlcation of work: a} prompt
review of manuscripts, b) speed of publication, or c) good critical reviews.
Also of relevance to journal publicatlon policy is the flnding that over &
flfth of the non-ANS authors had selected these particular journals because
they do not requlre authors to share publlication costs. Only two of the 172
ANS authors selected journals for this particular reason, however.

Apparently, the over-all experience which the authors In this study
had with those journals In which they published thelr manuscripts was not
en unhappy one, In answer to the question, ''Based on your experlence with
this journal, would you choose it as an outlet for publication of future
papers?', only 3 of the 230 respondents replied that they would not. One
of these had had his work published In BAMS and two In JAS, Both JAS authors
gave reasons which ¢ould be interpreted to mean that they recelved
unsatisfactory processing of thelr manuscripts: both felt that there had
been excesslve delay In review action. The BAMS author simply felt that
the BAMS should be 'reserved for general or descriptive articles which
would be of Interest to the entire meteorological community,' & type of
article which he was not tlkely to produce In the future.

0f relevance to the tendency to select a journal most appropriaste
to the subject matter of the article, is the fact, shown In Tables 2A and
28, that the various Journals do emphasize certain subjects more than others.

This s clear In the case of JAS versus JAM; they were intentionsily
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designed to suparate baslc from applled articles. Accordingly, the four
main subjects of articles In JAS (1isted In order of decreasing frequency)
are dynamic meteorology, numerical modeling, precipltation physics and
weather modlficatlion, a..d turbulence and diffusion. On the other hand, thea
four major topics covered by JAM are turbulence and dliffuslon, and synoptics
and general clirculatlon, preclpltation physlcs, and Instruments.

Interestingly enough, the MWR seems to have become a reservolr for
much of the material on satellite meteorology. 1% also concentrates more
heavlly on synoptlcs and general clrcutation than does JAM. Thls emphasis
In MWR seems to reflect the speclal areas of concern of ESSA, s»eclflcally,
and 1ts omployee-authors, who contrlbute heavlly to MJR.

By way of contrast, nelther the M/R nor QJRMS deals slgnificantly
with Instruments. Nor Is precipitation physics dealt wilth as heavily in
these Journals as In JAS or JAM., However, turbulence and dlffuslon and
radiation appear to be toplcs of speclal [nterest to authors of QJRMS.

Thls welighting perhaps reflects the Interests of British scientists, and
probably to some extent, the tack of funding In certain areas {l.c.,
precipltation physics and satelllte meteorology).

Similarly, there Is a noted tendency for foreign authors to publish
work on precipitation physics and weatber modification in JAS and JAM. Here
these contrlbuttons appear along with those reflecting the substantia)l
Amerlcan effort in this fleld,

The‘vast majority of respondents were of the oplnlon that the journals
In .hich their work was published either presented a well-balanced or an
approprlately balanced coverege of the subject matter of the atmospheric

sclences, Perhaps the most signlflcant point brought up in this rejard was
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the opinton expressed by numerous authors, that It Is neither feaslble nor
deslirable that a journal malntain a balanced coverage In so broad an area

as the atmospherlic sciences, and, therefore, It Is quite approprlate for
various journals to speciallze in certaln aspects of the fleld. The question
weu'd rather seem to be whether or not there exlsts a collection of ‘'quallity'
Journals which as a whole cover the subject matter of a disclpline. Table 3
prcsents comments provided by those authors who perceived a coverage
Imbalance In a particular journal,

Table &4 shows how the authors characterize the nature of the treat-
ment of the maln content of thelr articles. For three of the AMS Journals,
one type of treatment predominates: WW, descriptive; BAMS, d:scriptlive;
JAS, theoretical. Fleld experimencal/statistical is the maln treatment
emphasls for articles In JAM, but relatively heavy emphasls Is also given
to the theoretlcal and descriptive, In splte of this pattern of emphasis,
only one treatment category -- laboratory experimental -- |s comparatively
under=-represented in the AMS journals, Of the six journals studled, QJRMS
appears to have provided the best balance of treatments.

Many of the authors who were of the opinlon that the journai about
which they were questioned did provide a well-balanced coverage of
theoretical, experimental, descriptive, and Instrumental meterials, also
took the view that & Journal should not necessarily be well balanced In
these respects as long as there Is an over~all balance of treatments
maintained among the varlcus journals collectlvely. The comments of those
few authors who felt that treatment (as opposed to coverage) Imbalances did

exlst ir the Journais are presented in Table 5,

- e —— g T S T S PP S R SR S~ YA -
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Table 3.

Subject-Area Imbalances In Journals

. Yeather Mise
1) ""Weath:r extremes are too heavily emphasized and physics of the
atmosphere, too llttle,"
Bulletin of the American Meteorological Socjety
1) "'There are some unfllled gaps between BAMS and JAM regarding matters
of direct Interest to fleld forecas.crs."
Journal of the Atmospheric Scicnces
1) "Too little emphasls given to acronomy."
2) "Too much meteorology, not enough physics/chemlstry of atmosphere."
3) "Too little oceanography."
4) "Too little atomic and molecular processes in the atmosphere."

5) "Too little rate processes in clouds.”

Journal of Applled Meteorology

1) "Every fleld Is too little emphasized because the reelly classical
papers get lost in the shuffle."

2) ''Not quite enough emphasis on communication meteorology. | think this
is not necessarily your fault because of a tenden:y with us to submit
work primarily to electrical~-ingineering oriented publications."

3) "Too much 'sotutions to undiscovered problems.'"
4) ""Too many unimportant experiments."

Honthly {leather Review
1) "M.W.P,, too heavily emphasized; cloud physics, too little."
2) "Climatology =-- too heavily emphasized."
3) "Too welghted In favor of synoptic meteorology and climatology."

4) "By no means well balanced In Its coverage of numerical weather-
prediction studlus."

Quarterly Journal of the Roysl Meteorological Society

1) "It Is not well balanced relative to atmyspheric sclences -= but It is
a meteorological journal."
2) "Too much cloud physics; too little climatology."”

3) "‘Perhaps micrometeorology is emphasized a little too much."




th

Table &4,
Nature of Treatment of Maln Content of Articles

Nature of Treatmenta

2 b

+ larm| o 1 |82 MY
Loved N [V M~ ot N [ ] =N d B

-3 85 2T T et BT patlsd

Theoretical ; To| 7% 78% | bo% | 32%| 25% | ko% |2%
Experimental (laboratory). 7 8 |10 6 | 25 8 |14
Experimental/statistical it |19 |25 |53 |44 Jk6 |35 |45

{field) 4

Descriptive ' 100 {81 {25 [4o jus |29 |47 |38
Review 22 4 3 2

9Some authors reported more than one type of treatment in thelr articles.
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Table 5,
Treatment Imbalances In Journals

Weather Wise
(None)

Bulletin of the American Meteorologlcal Society

1) "Too few survey type articles."

2) "Too little operational practices. There Is too much of the practice
of speciflc governmant agenclies publishing papers for pollitical
purposes and/or pubiicity.'

3) "It could use more articles on perlipheral aspects or applications
of meteorology to other disclplines."

4) "Too heavily instrumental; too littie theoretical."
5) "'Too few reviews of theoretical subjects."

ournal o¢ the Atmospheric Sciences

1) "Too heavily theoretical; too little quantitative descriptive
and instrumental.'

2) "There Is need for more experimental/observational material.'
3) ""Could use reviews from other fields."

4) "Too much descriptive material."

5) "Too little interpretation and analysis ot observational data."

Journa) of Applied Meteorology
1) "Too few numerical modeling papers ~- they are often applied and
should appear in JAN,"

2) "'Sometimes too much emphasis on theoretical papers =-- they belong
In JAS,"

36h) "Theoretical papers appear In JAM that should be In JAS." {2
respondents).

5) "“Too much thecratical.”
6) '""Too much theo.:cical; too lit:le synoptical."
7) "Too little review."

Monthly Weather Review

1) ') am not sure this particular pubtication should have instrumental
matarial."

2) "“Too heavily theoretical; too little Instrumentation."

3) '"Too much descriptive materlial.'

4) Yoo much theoretical work; too 1ittle experimental and
Instrumental materijal."

o 5) “Too much theoretical work."
ERIC (Table continued on next page)

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Table 5§ == Continued
Treatment Imbalances In Journals

Quarterly Journal rf the Royal Meteorologlcal Soclety

1) 'Too heavily theoretical,"

2) 'Too heavlly theoretical; not enough experimental, descriptive,"
3) 'Too much of a pot-boller In general,'

The Process of Reviewling Manuscripts

As may be seen In Table 6, not all authors were satisfied with the
reviews thelr manuscripts recelved (one in six were not) and AMS authors
were relatively less satisfled than non-AMS authors., Although thore does
not appear In these data to be any sense of wlde-spread discontent with
the reviewing process as It operates in connection with those articles

which are published In AMS journals.2 It does appear that in comparison

to MWR and QJRMS, nelther JAM nor JAS Is quite up to par In satlsfaction
rate and that JAS Is significantly more deficlent In thls respect than
JAM, Certalnly something is wrong with dissatisfaction rates as large
as 27% and serlous conslideration to reducing this rate wouid be
approprlate,

In the case of JAS, the deficlencles are clearly focused In two
problem areas: 1) excesslve delsy, and 2) suvperficlality of reviews,
In the case of JAM, superficlallty of reviews |s clearly the central
problem, and while an effort to reduce such superfliclality might Increase

complalints about excessively critical (and overly demanding) revlews,

2It should be noted that most articles published In WW and some
In BAMS are invited by the editors and In such cases the normal reviewing
process Is not usually followed.
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Table 6,
Authors' Reactions to Reviews Glven Their Manuscripts
Reactions =2 2
LY
T s 2) - N < 2-1’ Ef\l w0
=1 |39 [2x |2 [ER 15T 12371637
z = 2 |52 [S2 |22|8= (232|232
Found review of manuscript 10041 93% | 73% | 81% | 91%] 92%| 81%| 91%
satisfactory and appropriate
Found review of manuscript 7 27 1Y 9 8 19 9
unsatisfactory or inappropriate
Reasons why reviews were
unsatisractory or inappropriate
Excessive delay in editorlal 20 L Y
action
Too superficial 7 8 10 6 8
Too critical scientifically 4
Suggested revisions too 2 4 b 3 2
demanding or I[nappropriate
Reviuwer (s) Inappropriate fon 4 b 3
content of article
No feedback given 2 1 2
Manuscript not reviewed’ 19 3
No reason given 3 2

30ther manuscripts published in W and BAMS may not have been reviewed, '
since thls category resulted from responses written-in on the questionnaires
by a few respondents.
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It does seem clear that authors would prefer critical reviews to super-
ficlal ones.

This polnt Is In port supported by the low ‘'review benefit' rate of
JAS authors, relative t> the rates of authors associated with the three
other journals which provided scientific reviews (Table 7). It seems clear
(In spite of the fact that some papers are well enough written and developed
not to require significant comments) that a benefit rate of about 70 to 80%
could he attalned, and Indeed such a benefit rate Is the norm for all
Journals Included In the study, except JAS.

Since a large propaortion of the euthors In thls study were not
dissatisfled with the reviews given their manuscripts, the question arlises
as to what benefit, If any, they derived from those reviews. The data
presentéd In Table 7 reflect the authors' evaluation of benefits recelved
from the reviewing process. Of course, {f an author recelved no feedback
from the reviewer, he cou.'d not have benefitted and this appears to have
been the case In many Instances, particularly relative to WW and BAMS.

It is a problem to be touched upon later In this paper, because many
autﬁors did feel that feedback should be given, even for Invited papers.

As was noted earller, AMS authors as a group did not recelve as much
benefit from revicws as non-AMS suthors. This appears, to & large extent,
to be due simply to the fact that a substantial portion of articles published
in VM and BAMS did not go through the type of reviewing process required by
other Journals, It seems proper therefore to exclude these two journals
from a discussicn of the beneflts derived from reviews, slnce our main
concern is the effects of the traditional reviewing glven manuscripts

submitted to scientific journals. Most authors of articles In the remalning
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Table 7.
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Beneflts o 7"; g-‘-':
4 2 |IS: S22 |32 %gsgg:g.g 1

Author did not benefit from 290 7808 wun | sagl 3wl 21w wrdl 29w
review(s)
Author benefittced from review(s)| 21 22 56 67 65 79 53 | 7t
Nature of bunerit(s) recelved

from review(s)®

Galned new insight into problen 3 5 12 L 3 )
Clarified or improved 21 22 | 49 | 53| 50| 71| bL4| b9
manuscript

Confirmad or strengthened- 4 7 14 9 b 8| 7
own approach..to problem

Got new ideas for further 3 6 L 2 5
work

Corrected error In treat- 3 ]

ment

New literaturec reference 2 1

2Some authors reported more than one type of benefit received from

review(s).

bThese percentages cannot be interpreted on face value since a
substantial portion of articles In W and BAMS are lInvited; thase percentages
probably reflect the lack of any rlgorous review in the usual sense.
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four journals recelved some beneficial feedback. The journal proving least
effective In this respect was, as we know, JAS. Almost half (4U%) of its
authors reported no benefit from its revizws. The QJRMS provided the best
feedback to its authors, with over three=fourths of them reporting some
benefit,

The major type of heneflt received from reviews was clarification
or improvement of the manuscript. On the surface this type of benefit might
appear to be the expected and superflclal result of manuscrlptlrevtewlng.
But on closer examination of the data it appears clear that this kind of
beneflt extended beyond the speclflc manuscript, to affect the author's
plans and thought. Along these llnes, another benefit emerges and it Is
one which appears to result with relative frequency from these reviews
(reported by 11% of the JAS and JAM authors). This Is the conflrming or
strengthening of the author's approach to a problem and It Is a result
which affects both his current and his future work.

Next authors were asked If they would like to see the review process
altered, In light of the problems and/or benefits they may have encountered
with the reviews of thelr manuscripts. The majority (85%) reported that they
saw no reason for a change In the existing process. The only author group
to deviate from this highly favorable attitude was the JAS authors. of whom
almost one-third wanted to see some change effected. Table 8 presents a
categorization of the few suggested changes. With the exception of the fact
that 15% of the JAS authors did wish to see the reviewing process accelerated,
no type of suggested change predominstes.

Ths general tone of thess comments, however, does Indicate a desire to

revitalize the standing reviewing procedure. Thls was particularly evideat
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Table 8.
Authors® Suggestlons for Changes In the Reviewlng Process
Type of Suggested Change g -
Ulod ol sl 2 |2aBa |EE
21§58 et s (535 53
52 %22 (88%
Speed up reviews 15%¢ 1% 5%
Withhold names and Instltutions 7% | 3% 2 2%
of authors from reviewers
Provide for more critical reviews/ Ll 7 3 3 L 2
increase rejection rate
Revitalize the corps of reviewers ] gl
Make known the names of reviewers 7 b 8| 3
Select more qualified reviewers 6 3
relative to subject areas
Establish better feedbsck from L 3 b 2 2
editors/reviewers to authors
improve office management and hL | 3 2
Improve processing of manuscripts
Select edlitors more wisely 3 )
Ellminate reviews (publish all 2 !
submltted manuscripts)
4

®ro changes were suggested by W\l autlhors.
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with regard to selection of reviewers, There was a need expressed for
younger reviewers, for more specialized reviewers, and for an end to the
traditional anonymity of reviewers. This last Issue was covered directly
In the survey by a speciflc question: authors wcre asked thelr oplnion
on requiring reviewers to identify themselves,

Thirty-five percent of the authors Included in this study definitely
felt that the names of reviewers should be made known to the authors and
an additional UL felt that some mechanlism should be establlished other than
the complete and automatic anonymity afforded reviewers under current
conditions, For example, reviewers' names could be mede known at the
editor's discretion or after consultatéon with the reviewer; lists could
be published of all reviewers and thelr areas of specisllzation; meens
could be established for permitting &nonymous communication between author
and reviewer. Table 9 summscizes the reasors given by authors for wishing
to know the names of reviewers of thelr articles.

Many of the respond~nts expressed the belief that cften reviewers
are not fully qualified In specific areas (n which they pevertheless do
reviews, {f the author could be Informed of the reviewer's identity, he
could appraise the reviewer's expertise and could declde jusc how qualified
and responsible the reviewer might be, A typical comment made by an author
holding this point of view was: 'A reviewer can comment only to the extent
of his background, experience, knowledge -« the person 1s Important, ¢
backgrounu of reviewers were known, replies by suthors might te more
meaningful In many cases."

AVso there w.y o strong fee.ing amOng the respondents that reviews

were often lcresporsible and substandard. Many respondents felt that not

O
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Tabte 9.
Reasons Givan for Bellef that Reviewers' Nemes Should Be Made Known to
Authors’ '
Reasons AMS Non=AMS All
Authors Authors Authors \ ‘
N2122 N=68 __  N=230 N
To enable author to make better evalwtion 8% % ™
of review, based on known cepabilities of
raviewer
To maki reviews more respensible and to 6 7 7
produce higher stendards of reviewing
to parmit direct discussion datween 9 5 8
author end reviewar 80 thet obscurities
and misinterprutations can ba resolved
to allow scknowludgement of reviewer's 2 2 2
conttibution
to control personal prejudice on part 3 3 b

of reviowers

the percentages of authors of articles in each Journsl who wanted
anonytiity of reviewers eliminated were as follows: W, 27%; 8ANS, 22%; JAS,

3%y JAM, 28%; MR, 4IX; QIAKS, 17X,
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only should the reviewer be made known to the author, but that the reviewer's
neme should be printed along with the author's whon manuscripts are published.
As one author put It, i feel that It would not be a bad policy for reviewers
who wish to recommend rejection to do 30 In & slgned latter, glving ratlonal
ressons. Furthermore, | think It might be worthwhile for the nemes of
reviewers who recommend publicotion to be printed at the end of the article.
This would put a greater pressure on reviewers to be responsible and It would
force editors to be more careful in choosing reviewsrs,'

another suthor commented, "'If reviewers' names were pudlished with
on article It would make for more critical reviews. Reviewers would welgh
thelr comments more carefully if thelr reputations could be affected,"

A third comment was, ''... glve credit for good reviers and put proper
blame on reviewers who are careless, too lenlent, or needlessly critical,"

An additional ceiticism of reviewer anonymity and one that occurred
often was that this anonymity does not permit direct and potentiatly frultful
Interaction batween asuthor and reviewer. One respindent wrote,"0ften
raviewers misinterprat something in the zuthor's maruseript and there s
need for authors to zontact reviewers for clarification of what are more
often than not hazy reviews, Direct contact over the phone can quickly
clear up untécessasy misunderstanding and 1ead to fraltful comunication
on the subject,"

A few suthors felt that reviewers thould not be anohymous Yinte In
many Instences they mae valuadble ctontributions to the menuscript and
should, therefore, be sthnouledged by the author b..d/or the edltors.

the fina) tategoty of Teesons §lven fof abardon Ny tevibwer andiryaity
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Involved the bellef that such anonymity allowed reviewers to glve in to
thelr personal prejudices and to allow such prejudices to color thelr
opinlons of an article. This was specifically mentlioned by only four
authurs, Howaver, the feeling that reviewers were perhaps prejudiced

by such factors as the suthor's institution, reputation, previous errors,
eatc., was Implicit In the remarks of many respondents. These respondents,
a8 & group, felt that elther anonymity should protect both reviewer and

author or that It should be sfforded to nelther of them.
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